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Abstract
Various written corrective feedback strategies and their implications
have been identified and studied over the years by both teachers and re-
searchers. However, teachers are still faced with a wealth of practical and
pedagogical issues when providing corrective feedback on students’ writ-
ing. This paper presents findings from a study that investigated teachers’
and students’ perspectives on error feedback in the EFL university context
of Japan. It is hoped that by having a better understanding of the beliefs
teachers and students have about error feedback, teachers working in dif-
ferent contexts will become more aware of the issues related to this prac-
tice in their immediate teaching context, and to reflect on the effectiveness
of their own error feedback practice in order to help promote successful
learning of L2 writing.
I. Introduction
The issue of teachers’ error feedback on students’ L2 writing has generated a
wealth of studies over the years. These studies have mostly focused on the different
types of error feedback strategies (Hamid, 2007; McGarrel & Verbeem, 2007); the
effects of error feedback in second language writing (Lee, 1997, 2004; Truscott,
2007); the appropriateness of error feedback (Ferris, 2006; Guenette, 2007); the
types of feedback strategies preferred by students in different contexts (Hedgcock &
Leftkowitz, 1996; Jacobs, Curtis, Braine, & Huang, 1998); and teachers’ and stu-
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dents’ beliefs regarding error feedback in secondary writing classrooms (Lee, 2003,
2004). Very little work has looked at this subject from teachers’ or students’ per-
spectives in the EFL context of Japan, where students attach a great deal of atten-
tion to writing accuracy and consider teachers’ feedback on their errors essential for
their language learning. This study aims to fill this gap by investigating Japanese
university teachers’ and students’ beliefs and attitudes towards the practice of error
feedback.
II. Literature
Over the years, Truscott (1996, 1999, 2007) has argued strongly that error cor-
rection serves no benefit and should be abandoned altogether. He pointed out nu-
merous problems associated with error feedback by questioning teachers’ abilities to
respond to errors in a consistent manner, and whether or not teachers have enough
grammar knowledge when giving feedback. He also argued that students often don’t
respond to feedback after receiving it.
In an earlier study, Zamel (1982, 1985) has already doubted the quality of
teachers’ error feedback by pointing out that teachers paid excessive attention to
grammar errors and neglected other more important issues in writing instructions.
He also found that teachers were neither consistent nor systematic in responding to
student errors, which could easily result in student confusion as they go through a
multiple draft writing process. The same inconsistencies in teachers’ feedback were
also found in Cohen & Cavalcanti’s study (1990), where teachers were found to
provide error feedback based on the beliefs they had about a particular student’s
language abilities.
Apart from the above mentioned issues related to teachers’ error feedback prac-
tice, students’ responses to teachers’ feedback are also found to be problematic.
Fazio (2001) found that students paid very limited attention to the corrections, simi-
larly, in Cohen’s study (1987), students were found to be confused and did not
know what to do after receiving teachers’ error feedback.
As opposed to Truscott’s argument, many studies have suggested the value and
effectiveness of teachers’ feedback (Ferris, 1999, 2006). Ferris pointed out the im-
portance to continue error feedback because of the adverse effects associated with
errors in students’ writing, especially in an academic context. Ferris argued that
grammar errors jeopardize the overall quality of student’s composition, and teachers
are also “less tolerant of typical ESL errors than of typical native speaker errors”
(1999, p.8). In Zacharias’s study (2007), the necessity of teachers’ error feedback
was also stressed where students were found to prefer teacher feedback to other
forms of feedback.
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Furthermore, Ferris also considers error feedback crucial for learner training.
She emphasized the importance for learners to develop the habit of revising their
own work, and if teachers do not give adequate feedback on student errors, it will
be very difficult for students to revise on their own, even when they perceive the
importance of self and peer editing.
To date, not many studies have examined the issue of error feedback from
either the teachers’ and students’ perspectives. In 2004, Lee carried out a study that
looked at secondary school teachers’ and students’ perceptions on error feedback in
Hong Kong, and found that the majority of secondary school students preferred
comprehensive error feedback to other feedback strategies, but relied heavily on
their teachers for error correction. Teachers were found to only used a limited range
of feedback strategies, and the accuracy of teachers’ feedback was only 50% of the
time.
Elwood & Bode (2014) investigated several issues related to feedback on writ-
ing in one university in Japan and found that students reacted positively to teachers’
feedback, and preferred detailed feedback that were focused on both content and
mechanical errors. However, teachers’ perceptions and preferences concerning this
subject were not looked at in their study.
In order to have a better understanding of the beliefs teachers and students
have towards error feedback in L2 writing, it is important to investigate this issue
from both teachers and students’ perspectives. It is hoped that through obtaining
such information, teachers will become more aware of issues related to error feed-
back in their teaching context, and to better reflect on their own error feedback
practice in order to help promote successful learning of L2 writing. With this objec-
tive in mind, the present study attempts to address two research questions:
1) What are the teachers’ perspectives on correcting grammar errors in stu-
dents’ writing in a university EFL context in Japan?
2) What are Japanese students’ perspectives on having their grammar errors
corrected?
It is hoped that the findings will offer more insights into the beliefs about error
feedback on grammar errors in writing for the Japan context.
III. The study
This study looked at six writing classes of two proficiency levels in a Japanese
university. Altogether, 60 students and 6 teachers teaching these classes participated.
These writing courses are part of the students’ main English program where classes
focus on all four main areas of English learning: communication (listening and
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speaking), reading, and writing. Most classes are large; sizes range from around 25
to 35 students. The students that participated in this study included both male and
female, and they all have Japanese as their first language. In addition, out of the 60
students, 15 were chosen randomly for a short follow-up interview by consent. All
teachers were native speakers of English, and all of them had seven to ten years of
experience in teaching English writing. Three teachers were teaching first year stu-
dents, and three were teaching second year students.
IV. Instruments
Two questionnaires were used. The ones for teachers was written in English,
and the ones for students was in English and Japanese. Both were designed and pi-
loted with a small group of teachers and students through personal contact, then re-
vised and finalized.
In section one of the teacher’s questionnaire, teachers were inquired about their
teaching experience (see Appendix 1, Section 1). This was followed by more open-
ended questions in section two where teachers were asked to elaborate more on their
beliefs on the practice of error feedback, as well as their current error feedback
strategy (see Appendix 1, Section 2).
For the students’ questionnaire, students were asked to answer twelve multiple-
choice questions with regards to their beliefs on error feedback, as well as their per-
ceptions on the feedback they get from their teachers. Furthermore, a protocol was
used for the students’ follow-up interviews (see Appendix 3).
V. Data collection procedure
The researcher distributed the questionnaire to all the participating teachers and
students. No time limit was set for completing the questionnaires. Random sampling
was then carried out to select 15 students for the follow-up interview. The re-
searcher then carried out fifteen 30-minute individual interviews with 15 students,
along with a teaching assistant. The interview was mainly conducted in English;
however, the teaching assistant offered Japanese translations whenever necessary.
An interview protocol was given to the student 30 minutes prior to the interviews to
allow them some time to think about their answers.
VI. Data analysis
For the teachers’ questionnaire, qualitative data were analyzed by adding up the
number of response options selected. Qualitative data were summarized and catego-
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rized according to the five aspects of error feedback investigated in this study.
Students’ responses were tabulated and percentages calculated for each answer.
The interview data were transcribed, translated, summarized, and categorized ac-
cording to the five main aspects of error feedback. Translation was carried out by
the teaching assistant who spoke Japanese as the first language, and later checked
by two other Japanese teachers who were both native speakers of Japanese.
VII. Results
1. Teachers’ perspectives
Four teachers reported that they give feedback on all grammar errors regardless
of the different levels they were teaching. In addition, teachers gave similar reasons
for adapting this strategy because the consequences for students not knowing errors
are adverse such as failing exams or affecting their ability to publish academically
in their field of study. All four teachers also mentioned that they believe it is their
job to point out all errors; therefore, even though they find it extremely time-
consuming and tiring to give feedback on all errors, they still do it.
Only two teachers reported that they provided error feedback selectively, but
for different reasons. One teacher said that marking all errors is too time consuming
for teachers and demotivating for students, and does not enhance students’ self-
correcting skills. When asked about the major principles for selecting errors, their
responses also varied. One teacher said the errors selected were directly linked to
the current instructional focuses in class, while another teacher said errors were se-
lected on an ad hoc basis.
In terms of the type of feedback, the most frequently used strategy was indirect
feedback where three teachers reported that they always or often indicated the loca-
tion of errors explicitly by underlining or circling without telling students what kind
of errors they were. Two teachers said they did it by categorizing errors using a
coding system. They believe that it is important in terms of learner training, such as
mentioned by one teacher: “I find that by showing the location of the errors and ex-
plaining the type of error with correction symbols, my first year students improve
their writing. By the time they are second year students, they have more experience
with writing and editing.” Teachers who used error codes believe that it is important
for learners to become more independent in terms of correcting and editing their
own writing. Therefore, it is crucial for students to think about their own errors be-
fore correction. One teacher said, “I rarely give students correct answers because I
want them to think about errors, but I tell them what kind of errors they’ve made in
the writing.”
Only one teacher directly corrected students’ errors for them because of the
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confusing nature of error codes: “I have found in the past that marking with codes
and lines creates a puzzle to be solved, and that can sometimes be difficult for stu-
dents and so demotivates them, or if they do solve it, they have focused on the solu-
tion, and not on the error, so the error is not undone and they just repeat the error
again.” All teachers also mentioned that they always actively encourage the learners
to ask questions with regards to teacher’s error feedback, either during class time or
outside class time. Two teachers said that they set aside time after class every week
for student and teacher conferences to clear any queries students have towards their
writing. However, two teachers both mentioned that the students are not very proac-
tive in raising questions even when they are confused.
When teachers were asked to reflect on the overall effectiveness of their current
error feedback practice on students’ progress, most teachers had positive comments.
Four teachers thought their students were making “good progress”. One teacher con-
sidered students making “some progress”, while only one teacher thought the stu-
dents were making “little progress” in their grammatical accuracy in writing.
2. Students’ perspectives
The following table shows the response options chosen by students in each part
of the student questionnaire.
Almost all students (95%) said that they prefer comprehensive error feedback.
According to the interview data (which are quoted verbatim here), this is because
they consider errors in their writing as extremely negative, and have serious conse-
quences on their course grades. Therefore, errors in writing should be avoided as
much as possible. One students said, “I have too many errors in my writing all the
time, so I have very bad writing.” Students also lack the confidence to detect and
correct their own errors. One student mentioned, “My English is too bad, so I don’t
know what to correct and how to correct my errors.” They also believed that having
errors in their writing would heavily impinge on the quality of their composition, es-
pecially in the academic context. One student said, “. . . but now I am university
student, so I shouldn’t write errors in my writing because it’s very bad, it looks very
bad at university level.”
Of all the students who participated in this study, only four students (7%) said
they prefer selective feedback. The main reason being that they found comprehen-
sive error feedback extremely de-motivating. One student said in the interview, “I
don’t know how to start my rewrite because there are so many errors . . . too many
errors.”
Most students (88%) thought that their teachers gave them indirect feedback;
however, only a minority (27%) said they preferred this strategy. The majority
(77%) preferred direct error feedback because they think they were unable to correct
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their own errors without the teacher telling them explicitly, and self-correcting or
peer-editing takes too much time. One student said, “I understand it’s wrong but I
don’t know what the right language is.” Another student mentioned, “I have so
much homework and rewrite takes a long time, sometimes three hours for me to
think about the errors, so I always don’t know how to rewrite the correct one.”
As with the use of error codes, surprisingly not many students liked their teach-
ers’ use of error codes. More students (55%) did not want error codes to be used in
teachers’ feedback. According to the interview data, students said that error codes
are confusing and sometimes very difficult to understand, hence, contributes very
little to their rewriting process and learning. One student said, “I don’t want codes .
. . they are difficult because when my teacher write VT, and I see the codes means
Verb Tense, and I understand it’s Verb Tense, but I still don’t know why it is
wrong and how to fix the mistake.”
Nevertheless, almost all students still think positively towards their teachers’ er-
ror feedback, with as many as 93% of students attributing their improvements to the
effectiveness of this practice. This is also reflected in the large percentage of stu-
dents (92%) who consider it mainly the teachers’ responsibility to locate and correct
Table 1 Students’ responses to the questionnaire
Statements Number Percentage
I think my teacher corrects ALL errors 56 93%
I think my teacher corrects SOME errors 6 10%
I prefer my teacher correcting ALL errors 57 95%
I prefer my teacher correcting SOME errors 4 7%
I don’t want my errors corrected 0 0%
I think my teacher gives me indirect error feedback 53 88%
I think my teacher gives me direct error feedback 7 11%
I prefer indirect error feedback 16 27%
I prefer direct error feedback 46 77%
I don’t want any errors corrected 0 0%
I can understand and correct 76?100% of the error codes used by my teacher 9 15%
I can understand and correct 51?75% of the codes 26 43%
I can understand and correct 26?50% of the codes 25 42%
I want my teacher to use error codes 27 45%
I don’t want my teacher to use error codes 33 55%
I’m making GOOD/SOME progress in writing as a result of teacher’s error feedback 56 93%
I’m making LITTLE progress in writing as a result of teacher’s error feedback 4 7%
It’s mainly the teachers’ responsibility to correct errors 55 92%
It’s mainly the students’ responsibility to correct errors 5 8%
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their errors.
VIII. Discussion
One limitation of the study was the sample size. It only looked at six writing
classes of two levels with six teachers and sixty students, meaning that the results
cannot be generalized. Furthermore, viewpoints were all based on participants’ self-
reported statements rather than their actual writing samples. Nevertheless, despite
these limitations, this study has uncovered a number of key issues regarding L2 er-
ror feedback in Japan.
Both teachers and students perceived errors in writing negatively and preferred
comprehensive error feedback because it helps eradicate all errors. They consider it
an important element in second language learning and value it a lot. This finding is
in line with Ferris’ argument and supports the idea that the practice of error feed-
back should be continued.
A mismatch was found in the strategies used by teachers and the ones preferred
by students. Teachers used indirect error feedback the most, whereas students mostly
preferred direct error feedback.
The teachers’ preference for indirect feedback was also found in a wealth of
studies that showed indirect error feedback to be the most commonly used method,
one which leads to either greater or similar levels of accuracy over time (Ferris,
Chaney, Komura, Roberts & McKee, 2000; Ferris & Helt, 2000; Lee, 1997).
As with the use of error codes, students voiced a number of problems, but only
one teacher was aware of this issue. Students mentioned that codes could be confus-
ing; thus, they opted for direct feedback instead.
Lee (2004) raised various issues regarding the effectiveness of error codes, all
of which may be relevant for the context of Japan. Lee questioned students’ real un-
derstanding of the error codes, especially when the codes were devised by different
teachers or taken from different sources. She also mentioned that it could be a very
frustrating experience for students to try to interpret the codes while correcting their
errors.
Lastly, students were found to rely heavily on teachers for error detection and
correction. Similarly, most teachers also consider it their job to detect and correct
errors for the students, but they also thought that students should learn to take up
more responsibility for error correction.
IX. Pedagogical implications
The first pedagogical implication is that feedback on grammar errors should be
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continued because both teachers and students value it a lot, and consider it an essen-
tial element in second language learning. This is especially true for the academic
context of Japan where high stakes exams are prevalent, and errors in writing have
very negative impacts on the students’ course grades. However, instead of trying to
eradicate all errors at once, teachers can make better use of students’ errors by re-
sponding to errors selectively. For example, before responding to the more compli-
cated sentence structures, teachers could focus on simpler errors such as singular
and plural forms of nouns. This not only help students to discover the rule of the
language in a step by step manner but also avoids the danger of de-motivating the
students with too many error feedbacks.
In addition, mismatches between teachers’ and students’ preferences for the
feedback strategies should be avoided. This can be done by establishing better com-
munication with students with regards to the type of strategy used in class. Garret
and Shortall (2002) recommended teachers to regularly listen to students’ views on
the practice of error feedback, so that the types of feedback strategies preferred by
the students and the effectiveness of teachers’ actual error feedback methods can be
discussed and modified if necessary.
Furthermore, error codes must be used more carefully, especially if they are not
being used systematically. In order to prevent student confusion, teachers working in
the same context could try unify the sources of their error codes, and to regularly
discuss the effectiveness of the coding system.
Lastly, students should be given more opportunity to identify and correct their
own errors. Activities such as self-editing or peer-editing checklists could be utilized
to promote more learner autonomy. Teachers should also self-develop their own
grammar knowledge, as well as their skills in providing adequate explanations on
learner errors, so that the various practical problems associated with providing error
feedback can be avoided.
X. Further research
The current study looked at teachers’ and students’ attitudes and beliefs to-
wards error feedback from their self-reports. Further study could investigate whether
participants’ actual practice corresponds to their reported beliefs. In addition, re-
search could also look in greater depth at how participant variables such as students’
motivation, affective states and age may affect the way they respond to error feed-
back, as well as how these factors influence teachers’ actual error feedback practice.
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Appendix I
Teacher questionnaire
Section 1
Please circle the appropriate answers.
1. How many years have you been teaching English?
2. What proficiency level are you currently teaching?
3. Do you have an English-related degree e.g. TESL/TEFL/TESOL, linguistics, translation?
4. Do you have a higher degree?
5. Do you have a higher degree in an English-related subject e.g. TESL/TEFL/TESOL, linguis-
tics, translation?
6. How long have you been teaching English writing?
Section 2
1. In your opinion, what is the main purpose of providing feedback on students’ writings?
2. Are you aware of the following terminologies? If so, could you please briefly describe what
each of them mean, and/or what might be involved?
a) Direct feedback:
b) Indirect feedback:
c) Coded feedback:
d) Non-coded feedback:
e) Error feedback:
f) Error correction:
3. Which of the statements below best describes your existing error feedback practice? Please
tick the most appropriate box for the levels you are teaching.
a) I mark ALL students’ grammar errors.
b) I mark students’ grammar errors SELECTIVELY.
In one or two words, briefly explain why you use the above error feedback strategy:
4. Tick the amount of grammar errors you mark for the level(s) you are teaching.
a) About 1/3.
b) About 2/3.
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c) More than 2/3.
In one or two words, briefly justify the answer you have chosen above:
5. Which of the following best describes the major principles for error selection? Please tick the
most appropriate box for the level(s) you are teaching?
6. Are your students aware of the type(s) of grammar errors you select to provide feedback on?
Please circle the appropriate answer for the level(s) you are teaching.
1. Yes.
2. No.
Do you think the students should be made aware of the type(s) of grammar error you will select
to provide feedback on? Why? Why not?
7. Please circle the appropriate answer for the following questions about the use of marking
codes.
8. Who designed the marking codes? Please tick the most appropriate box for the level(s) you
are teaching.
Major principle for error selection
A.
The selected errors are directly linked to the current instructional focuses in class
(e.g. after I have taught subject-verb agreement, I provide feedback on subject-
verb agreement errors).
B.
The selected errors are related to students’ specific needs (e.g. knowing that stu-
dents are particularly weak in articles, I provide feedback on article errors).
C.
The selected errors are suggested by the center/ course coordinators.
D.
The errors are selected on an ad hoc basis (i.e. I decide what errors to provide
feedback on while I am marking).
E.
Others (Please specify in the relevant box).
A.
Do you use marking codes for providing error feedback on student writing? Yes / No
B.
Does the school you work for require you to use marking codes? Yes / No
# If you use marking codes, go to Question 8. If not, go to Question 9.
The marking codes I use . . .
A.
were designed by another English teacher.
B.
were designed by another English teacher and adapted by me.
C.
were designed by me.
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What is your opinion with regards to the use of marking codes used in providing feedback?
9. Rate the frequency with which you use each of the following error feedback techniques ac-
cording to the scales below. Please circle the appropriate number for the level(s) you are
teaching.
1 - Never or rarely 2 - Sometimes 3 - Always or often
In one to two words, please explain why you utilize the above error feedback technique for the
levels you are teaching?
10. What factors influence the error feedback technique(s) you always/often use? Please circle
the appropriate answer(s).
Do you think you are consistent with giving error feedback? If so, how do you maintain this
consistency? Do you think improvements can be made? How?
11. What do you usually do after you have marked students’ composition? Please tick the ap-
propriate box(es) for the level(s) you are teaching. You can tick more than one box.
D.
were taken from an external source. (e.g. books, the internet etc.)
E.
Others. (Please specify in the relevant box)
How often do you use the following error feedback techniques?
A. I indicate (underline/circle) errors and correct them,
e.g. has went (gone). 1 2 3
B. I indicate (underline/circle) errors, correct them and categorize them (with the
help of marking codes), e.g. has went (gone, verb form). 1 2 3
C. I indicate (underline/circle) errors, but I don’t correct them,
e.g. has went. 1 2 3
D. I indicate (underline/circle) errors and categorize them (with the help of mark-
ing codes), but I don’t correct them,
e.g. has went (verb form). 1 2 3
E. I hint at the location of errors, e.g. by putting a mark in the margin to indicate
an error on a specific line. 1 2 3
F. I hint at the location of errors and categorize them (with the help of marking
codes), e.g. by writing “Prep” in the margin to indicate a preposition error on a
specific line. 1 2 3
Factors affecting the error feedback technique(s) I always/often use. Yes or No?
A. Students’ requests (i.e. students ask for it/them). Yes / No
B. My perception of students’ needs. Yes / No
C. The amount of time I have. Yes / No
D. Others. (please specify) Yes / No
What I usually do after marking students’ writing
A. I do not do anything.
B. I hold a conference with each student/ some students.
C. I make students correct errors in/ outside class.
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12. Approximately, how much time do you spend marking one composition?
1. Less than 10 minutes.
2. 10 to 20 minutes.
3. More than 20 minutes.
13. How would you evaluate the overall effectiveness of your existing error feedback practice
on student progress in grammatical accuracy in writing at the end of one term?
1. My students are making GOOD progress.
2. My students are making SOME progress.
3. My students are making LITTLE progress.
4. I DON’T think my students are making ANY progress.
14. Indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements according to the scales
below. Please circle the most appropriate box for each statement.
15. Do you have any concerns and/or problems regarding providing error feedback on student
writing? Please elaborate.
D. I make students record their errors in an error log/ error frequency chart.
E. I go through students’ common errors in class.
F. Others (Please specify)
To what extent do you agree with the following statements?
Strongly
disagree
1
Disagree
2
Agree
3
Strongly
agree
4
A. There is no need for teachers to provide feedback on students’
grammar errors in writing. 1 2 3 4
B. Teachers should provide feedback on students’ grammar errors
selectively. 1 2 3 4
C. It is the teacher’s job to locate grammar errors and provide
corrections for students. 1 2 3 4
D. Teachers should vary their error feedback techniques accord-
ing to the type of error on grammar. 1 2 3 4
E. Coding errors with the help of marking codes is a useful
means of helping students correct grammar errors for themselves. 1 2 3 4
F. Marking codes should be easy for students to follow and un-
derstand. 1 2 3 4
G. All student errors (apart from grammar errors) deserve equal
attention. 1 2 3 4
H. Students should learn to locate their own errors. 1 2 3 4
I. Students should learn to locate and correct their own errors. 1 2 3 4
J. Students should learn to analyze their own errors. 1 2 3 4
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Appendix II
Student questionnaire
Please circle the appropriate answers. ?????????????????
1. Which of the following is true? ???????????????
A. My English teacher underlines/ circles all my errors. ??????????????
????????????
B. My English teacher underlines/ circles some of my errors. ????????????
??????????????????
# If your answer to Question 1 is “B”, answer Question 2. If your answer is “A”, go to Ques-
tion 3.1? B ?????? 2??A ?????? 3?????????
2. Before/ after marking your compositions, does your teacher tell you the types of errors he/she
will select to mark? ???????????????????????????????
???????
A. Yes. ???
B. No. ????
3. Which of the following do you like best? ?????????????????????
??
A. My English teacher underlines/ circles all of my errors. ?????????????
??????????
B. My English teacher underlines/ circles some of my errors. ????????????
???????????????
C. My English teacher does not underline or circle my errors in writing, but gives me some
feedback on the content of my writing. ?????????????????????
????????????????
4. Which of the following is true about your current writing class? ????????????
??????????????????
A. My English teacher corrects all grammar errors for me. ?????????????
??????
B. My English teacher corrects some grammar errors for me. ????????????
???????????
5. With regards to grammar errors in writing, which of the following do you like best? ???
??????????????????????????????????????
A. My English teacher corrects all grammar errors for me. ?????????????
??????
B. My English teacher corrects some grammar errors for me. ????????????
???????????
C. My English teacher does not correct my grammar errors. ????????????
???
6. Does your English teacher use correction codes in marking your compositions (i.e., using
symbols like V, Adj, Voc, Sp, etc.)? ???????????? V, Adj, Voc, Sp ?????
?????????
A. Yes. ???
B. No. ????
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# If your answer to Question 6 is “Yes”, answer Question 7 and 8. If your answer is “No”, go
to Question 9. 6? Yes ?????? 7? 8??No ?????? 9?????????
7. What percentage of your English teacher’s marking symbols (e.g., V, Adj, Voc, Sp) are you
able to follow and understand when you are correcting errors in your compositions?
??????????????????????????????Adj,Voc,Sp ????
?????????????????
A. 76?100%
B. 51?75%
C. 26?50%
D. 0?25%
8. What percentage of errors are you able to correct with the help of your English teacher’s
marking symbols (e.g., V, Adj, Voc, Sp)?
????? V,Adj,Voc,Sp ????????????????????????????
????????
A. 76?100%
B. 51?75%
C. 26?50%
D. 0?25%
9. After your teacher has corrected the errors in your compositions, do you think you will make
the same errors again? ??????????????????????????????
????????????
A. Yes. ???
B. No. ????
10. Do you want your English teacher to use correction codes (i.e., using symbols like V, Adj,
Voc, Sp, etc.) in marking your compositions? ???????????????V,Adj,Voc,Sp
?????????????????
A. Yes. ???
B. No. ????
11. Which of the following is true? ??????????????????
A. In this term, I am making GOOD progress in grammatical accuracy in writing. ????
?????????????????????????????
B. In this term, I am making SOME progress in grammatical accuracy in writing. ????
??????????????????????????????
C. In this term, I am making LITTLE progress in grammatical accuracy in writing. ??
????????????????????????????????
D. In this term, I am making NO progress in grammatical accuracy in writing. ?????
???????????????????????????
12. Which of the following do you agree with? ????????????????????
A. It is mainly the teacher’s job to locate and correct errors for students. ???????
???????????????????
B. It is mainly the students’ job to locate and correct their own errors. ????????
??????????????????
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Appendix III
Student Interview Protocol
1. Do you want your teacher to respond to all errors or only some errors in writing? Why?
2. Do you want your teacher to provide corrections for all your errors or only some errors?
Why?
3. Do you want your teacher to use error codes in error correction? Why or why not?
4. Are error codes easy or difficult to use? Elaborate on your answer.
5. Do you think you are making good progress in writing accuracy? In your opinion, does
teacher error correction help? Explain your answer.
6. Whose responsibility is it to correct errors in student writing? Why?
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